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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Status 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-6 and 8-20 have been examined. 

Papers Submitted 

2. It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed on 
record in the file: Amendment A as received on 4/7/04. 

Specification 

3. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

4. The applicant is requested to review the specification and update the status of all co- 
pending applications made mention of, replacing attorney docket numbers with current U.S. 
application or patent numbers when appropriate. 

Improper Amendment 

5. Applicant's cancellation of claim 7 in the present amendment, filed 4/7/04, has failed to 
adhere to 37 CFR 1.121. As is clearly seen from the attached office flyer, "canceled and not 
entered claims must be identified by only the claim number and status". Applicant's amendment 
fails to identify canceled claim 7 by only the claim number and status. AppHcant is advised to 
carefully review the requirements of 37 CFR 1.121 regarding amendment formatting as 
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summarized in the attached flyer, and to assure that all future amendments properly adhere to 
these requirements. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed pubUcation in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claims 1,3,5-6,8-9, 11-12, 14, 16-17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by the Alpha Architecture Handbook (hereinafter "Alpha"). 

8. Regarding claim 1, Alpha has taught a processing core that executes a compare 
instruction (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4.10.8, CMPTLE instruction), the processing core comprising: 

a. A plurality of general-purpose registers comprising a first input operand register, 
a second input operand register and an output operand register (see p. 3-2 Sec. 
3.1.3), 

b. A register file comprising the plurality of general-purpose registers (see p. 3-2 Sec. 
3.1.3), 

c. Comparison logic coupled to the register file, wherein the comparison logic tests 
for at least two of the following relationships with the compare instruction alone: 
less than, equal to, greater than and no valid relationship (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8, 
CMPTLE instruction). Here, the CMPTLE instruction performs both the less 
than and equal comparisons using one instruction. Also, because less than or 
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equal is a mutually exclusive operation with greater than, the CMPTLE 
instruction inherently determines if an operand is greater than a second operand 
by determining if its not less than or equal to the second operand. 

d. Decode logic which selects the output operand register from the plurality of 
general-purpose registers (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4,10.8). Here, because the IEEE 
Floating Compare instruction includes a target register (Fc) which stores the 
outputted results of a comparison, it is inherent that decoding logic be present in 
any processor which implements the Alpha instruction set architecture so that the 
specified target register can be correctly located and written into. 

e. A store path between the comparison logic and the selected output operand 
register (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because the IEEE Floating Compare 
instruction includes a target register (Fc) which stores the outputted results of a 
comparison, it is inherent that a path exist between the logic which performs the 
comparison and the target register specified by the instruction so that the specified 
target register can be correctly located and written into. 

9. Regarding claim 3, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1 , wherein said decode logic selects the first and second input 
operand registers from the plurality of general-purpose registers (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, 
because the IEEE Floating Compare instruction includes two operand registers (Fa and Fb), it is 
inherent that decoding logic be present in any processor which implements the Alpha instruction 
set architecture so that the specified operand registers can be correctly located and read from. 
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10. Regarding claim 5, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1 , further comprising: 

a. A first load path between the first input operand register and the comparison logic 
(seep.4-113 Sec. 4.10.8), 

b. A second load path between the second input operand register and the comparison 
logic (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8), Here, because the IEEE Floating Compare 
instruction includes two operand registers (Fa and Fb) which contain the operands 
for the comparison, it is inherent that a path exist between the logic which 
performs the comparison and each of the operand registers specified by the 
instruction so that the specified operands can be correctly located and read from, 
allowing the comparison to be made correctly. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 6, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1 , wherein the output operator register stores a value indicating a 
relationship between the first and second input operator registers which is at least one of greater 
than, less than, equal to and not a number (see p.4-1 13, Sec. 4. 10.8, Description). 

12. Regarding claim 8, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 6, wherein the value is an integer (see p.4-1 13, Sec. 4. 10.8, 
Description). Here, when the comparison result is false, a value of zero is written into the target 
register, with zero being defined as an integer. 

13. Regarding claim 9, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1 , wherein: 
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a. 



The first input operand register is a double precision floating point data type (see 



p.3-2 Sec. 3. 1.3, p.4-62 Sec. 4.7, and p.4-1 13 Sec.4. 10.8), 



b. 



The second input operand register is a single precision floating point data type 



(see p.3-2 Sec. 3.1.3, p.4-( 



62 Sec. 4.7, and p.4-1 13 Sec.4. 10.8), 



c. 



The output operand register is a double precision floating point datatype (see p.3- 



2 Sec. 3.1.3, p.4-62 Sec. 4.7, and p.4-1 13 Sec.4. 10.8). 



14. Here, Alpha has taught the IEEE Floating Compare instruction using the T_Floating data 
format (see p.4-1 13 Sec.4. 10.8), which is defined as the IEEE Double Precision floating point 
standard (see p.4-62 Sec 4.7). If one of the registers in the instruction, whether it is an input 
operand register or the output operand register, is single precision, the data is stored as a single 
precision value (see p.4-62 Sec. 4.7) but operated on correctly by instructions that use double 
precision values, such as the Floating Compare instruction (see p.3-2 Sec. 3. 1.3). 

15. Regarding claim 1 1, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1, wherein the register file comprises special purpose registers 
which cannot store an output operand (see p.3-2 Sec. 3. 1.3). Here, the registers F31 is a special 
purpose register in the floating-point register file which only supplies and stores the value of zero 
regardless of what is written to it. 

16. Regarding claim 12, Alpha has taught a method for performing a compare operation, the 
method comprising the steps of 

a. Decoding a compare instruction (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because the 
IEEE Floating Compare instruction includes two operand registers (Fa and Fb) 
and a target register (Fc), it is inherent that decoding logic be present in any 
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processor which implements the Alpha instruction set architecture so that the 
operand registers can be located and read from and the specified target register 
can be correctly located and written into. 

b. Configuring first and second paths between a register file and comparison logic 
(see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because the IEEE Floating Compare instruction 
includes two operand registers (Fa and Fb) which contain the operands for the 
comparison, it is inherent that a path exist between the logic which performs the 
comparison and each of the operand registers specified by the instruction so that 
the specified operands can be correctly located and read from, allowing the 
comparison to be made correctly. 

c. Configuring a third path between the comparison logic and the register file (see 
p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because the IEEE Floating Compare instruction 
includes a target register (Fc) which stores the outputted results of a comparison, 
it is inherent that a path exist between the logic which performs the comparison 
and the target register specified by the instruction so that the specified target 
register can be correctly located and written into. 

d. Comparing a first input operand and a second input operand with the compare 
operation alone to produce a result which indicates at least two of the following 
mathematical relationships between the first input operand and the second input 
operand in the alternative: less than, equal to, greater than and no valid 
relationship (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4.10.8, CMPTLE instruction). Here, the CMPTLE 
instruction performs both the less than and equal comparisons using one 
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instruction. Also, because less than or equal is a mutually exclusive operation 
with greater than, the CMPTLE instruction inherently determines if an operand is 
greater than a second operand by determining if its not less than or equal to the 
second operand. 

e. Coupling an output operand to a general-purpose register in the register file (see 
p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because the IEEE Floating Compare instruction 
includes a target register (Fc) which stores the outputted results of a comparison, 
it is inherent that a path exist between the logic which performs the comparison 
and the target register specified by the instruction so that the specified target 
register can be correctly located and written into. 

17. Regarding claim 14, Alpha has taught the method for performing the compare operation 
as set forth in claim 12, wherein the configuring steps each comprise a step of addressing a 
general-purpose register in the register file (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because the IEEE 
Floating Compare instruction includes two operand registers (Fa and Fb) and a target register 
(Fc), it is inherent that decoding logic be present in any processor which implements the Alpha 
instruction set architecture so that the operand registers can be located and read fi-om and the 
specified target register can be correctly located and written into. Furthermore, because a 
register can't be read from or written to without knowing its address, inherent to the locating of 
the operand registers contained within the IEEE Floating Compare instruction is the addressing 
of those registers within the register file so they can be read out and/or written to. 

1 8. Regarding claim 1 6, Alpha has taught the method for performing the compare operation 
as set forth in claim 12, wherein the comparing step comprises a step of converting a data type of 
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at least one of the first and second input operands (see p.4-62 Sec. 4.7). Here, it is taught that 
data conversion takes place between single- and double-precision floating-point instructions. 
Alpha has taught the IEEE Floating Compare instruction using the T_Floating data format (see 
p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8), which is defined as the IEEE Double Precision floating point standard (see 
p.4-62 Sec 4.7). If one of the registers in the instruction, whether it is an input operand register 
or the output operand register, is single precision, the data is stored as a single precision value 
(see p.4-62 Sec. 4.7) but operated on correctly by instructions that use double precision values, 
such as the Floating Compare instruction (see p. 3-2 Sec. 3.1.3). 

19. Regarding claim 17, Alpha has taught a method for executing a compare instruction in a 
processor, the method comprising steps of 

a. Issuing the compare operation. While not taught explicitly, it is inherent in the 
operation of a processor which implements an instruction set that in order to 
execute an instruction it must be issued to the execution unit(s). 

b. Comparing a first input operand and a second input operand to determine at least 
two mathematical relationships between the first and second input operands, 
wherein the compare instruction alone causes the comparing step (see p.4-1 13 
Sec, 4. 10.8, CMPTLE instruction). Here, the CMPTLE instruction performs both 
the less than and equal comparisons using one instruction. Also, because less 
than or equal is a mutually exclusive operation with greater than, the CMPTLE 
instruction inherently determines if an operand is greater than a second operand 
by determining if its not less than or equal to the second operand. 
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c. Determining an output operand indicative of the mathematical relationships (see 
p,4-l 13 Sec. 4.10.8, Description), 

d. Storing the output operand in a general-purpose register of a register file (see p.4- 
113 Sec. 4.10.8, Description). 

20. Regarding claim 20, Alpha has taught the method for executing the compare instruction 
in the processor as set forth in claim 17, wherein the general-purpose register is used to store 
operators from other types of instructions (see p. 3-2 Sec.3. 1 .3). Here, the floating-point registers 
are general-purpose registers that are used as sources and targets for floating-point instructions, 
which means that the registers are inherently able to store operators from other types of 
instructions than the IEEE Floating Compare instruction. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

21. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

22. Claims 2, 4, 10, 15 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Alpha Architecture Handbook (hereinafter "Alpha"), as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Colwell et al, U.S. Patent No. 4,833,599. 

23. Regarding claim 2, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1, but has not explicitly taught wherein a very long instruction 
word includes a plurality of compare instructions. 
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24. However, Colwell has taught a processor that executes multiple conditional branch 
instructions that reside in a VLIW instruction in parallel to improve execution speed and reduce 
the delay associated with branch mis-predictions (see Coll line 40 - Col.2 line 18 and Col.3 
lines 3-34). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that it is desirable and a goal 
of microprocessor design to improve the speed and throughput of a microprocessor. Therefore, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of the Alpha 
to process a plurality of conditional branch instructions in a VLIW instruction in parallel to 
improve the execution speed of the processor. 

25. Regarding claim 4, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1, but has not explicitly taught wherein the processing core issues 
a plurality of compare instructions at one time. 

26. However, Colwell has taught a processor that executes multiple conditional branch 
instructions that reside in a VLIW instruction in parallel to improve execution speed and reduce 
the delay associated with branch mis-predictions (see Col. 1 line 40 - Col.2 line 18 and Col.3 
lines 3-34). It is inherent to the parallel execution of multiple instructions then is the parallel 
issue of multiple instructions. One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that it is 
desirable and a goal of microprocessor design to improve the speed and throughput of a 
microprocessor, and one method of doing so is to increase the instruction- level parallelism by 
issuing and subsequently executing multiple instructions in parallel (see Col.l lines 12-26). 
Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of 
the Alpha to issue a plurality of compare instructions at one time so they can be executed in 
parallel and thus increase the throughput and execution speed of the processor. 
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27. Regarding claim 10, Alpha has taught the processing core that executes the compare 
instruction as set forth in claim 1, but has not explicitly taught wherein the processing core 
further comprises a plurality of processing paths that are coupled to the register file. 

28. However, Colwell has taught a processor with multiple processor clusters, each 
containing multiple processing paths (integer and floating point processors) with each processing 
path connecting to a register file (see Col. 5 lines 47-55), so that multiple instructions can be 
executed in parallel each cycle, providing an increase in processor performance (see Col. 1 lines 
7-26). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that it is desirable and a goal of 
microprocessor design to improve the speed and throughput of a microprocessor. Therefore, one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of the Alpha to 
process a plurality of conditional branch instructions in a VLIW instruction in parallel to 
improve the execution speed of the processor. 

29. Regarding claim 1 5, Alpha has taught the method for performing the compare operation 
as set forth in claim 12, but has not expUcitly taught wherein a compare operation is comprised 
within a very long instruction word. 

30. However, Colwell has taught a processor that executes multiple conditional branch 
instructions that reside in a VLIW instruction in parallel to improve execution speed and reduce 
the delay associated with branch mis-predictions (see Coll line 40 - Col.2 line 18 and Col.3 
lines 3-34), One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that it is desirable and a goal 
of microprocessor design to improve the speed and throughput of a microprocessor. Therefore, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of the Alpha 
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to process a plurality of conditional branch instructions in a VLIW instruction in parallel to 
improve the execution speed of the processor. 

3 1 . Regarding claim 1 8, Alpha in view of Colwell has taught the method for executing the 
compare instruction in the processor as set forth in claim 17, but has not explicitly taught 
wherein the comparing step comprises: 

a. Determining if the first input operand is less than the second input operand (see 
"CMPTLE" instruction of p.4-113 Sec, 4.10.8), 

b. Determining if the first input operand is greater than the second input operand 
(see "CMPTLE" instruction of p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). Here, because less than or 
equal is a mutually exclusive operation with greater than, the CMPTLE 
instruction inherently determines if an operand is greater than a second operand 
by determining if its not less than or equal to the second operand. 

c. Determining if the first input operand is equal to the second input operand (see 
"CMPTLE" instruction of p.4-113 Sec. 4.10.8), 

d. Determining if there is no valid relationship between the first input operand the 
second input operand (see "CMPTUN" instruction of p.4-1 13 Sec. 4. 10.8). 

32. The Alpha Architecture Handbook has taught the above comparisons as parts of two 
different instructions (see p.4-1 13 Sec. 4.10.8), but has not exphcitly taught a single instruction 
with the ability to perform the four comparisons simultaneously. However, the comparison logic 
required to perform the four comparisons as described inherently exists (see paragraph 19 
above). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that executing the comparisons of 
two instructions as a single instruction in a single clock cycle increases the speed and throughput 
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of a microprocessor. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 
perform the four comparisons simultaneously when processing one instruction instead of 
separately for each of four instructions in order to increase the speed and throughput of the 
processor. 

33. Regarding claim 19, Alpha has taught the method for executing the compare instruction 
in the processor as set forth in claim 17, but has not explicitly taught wherein the compare 
instruction is a very long instruction word which comprises a plurality of compare instructions 
which are processed in parallel down separate processing paths. 

34. However, Colwell has taught a processor that executes multiple conditional branch 
instructions that reside in a VLIW instruction in parallel to improve execution speed and reduce 
the delay associated with branch mis-predictions (see Coll line 40 - Col.2 line 18 and Col3 
lines 3-34). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that it is desirable and a goal 
of microprocessor design to improve the speed and throughput of a microprocessor. Therefore, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to modify the processor of the Alpha 
to process a plurality of conditional branch instructions in a VLIW instruction in parallel to 
improve the execution speed of the processor. 

35. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Alpha 
Architecture Handbook (hereinafter "Alpha") as applied to claim 12 above, and further in view 
of Patterson and Hennessy, Computer Organization and Design (hereinafter "Patterson"). 

36. Regarding claim 13, Alpha has taught the method for performing a compare operation as 
set forth in claim 12, but has not explicitly taught wherein the method further comprises a step of 
enabling the comparison logic in an arithmetic logic unit. 




Application/Control Number: 09/802,291 



Page 15 



Art Unit: 2183 

37. However, Patterson have taught that logical operations, such as comparisons, are 
conventionally performed within an arithmetic logic unit because they contain the necessary 
hardware building blocks to perform comparisons, such as AND gates for equality comparisons 
(see p.230-23 1). One of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized the desire of a 
microprocessor designer to reuse hardware in order to minimize the space taken up by dedicated 
hardware on the chip. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to 
modify the processor of the Alpha to include its comparison logic in an arithmetic logic unit, so 
as to adhere to convention and reuse hardware which already exists, thus minimizing the spaced 
needed for dedicated hardware on the chip. 



38. Applicant's arguments filed on 4/7/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

39. On page 10 of the present amendment, the Applicant argues, in essence: 

''The amended claims require that two mathematical relationships be determined in a 
single compare instruction. In stark contrast, the Handbook has four instructions to test 
for four mathematical relationships, where each instruction tests for a single 
mathematical relationship. The claimed invention can test for these relationships with a 
fraction of the instructions to be at least twice as efficient on an instruction-by- 
instruction basis'' 

40. However, the Alpha Architecture Handbook has taught a single compare instruction (the 
"CMPTLE" instruction) which determines at least two mathematical relationships, namely the 
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less than, the equal, and the greater than relationships (see paragraph 12 of the previous Office 
Action dated 1/29/04, and above paragraph 8). Therefore, the prior art of record satisfies the 
limitations of the invention as claimed. 



Conclusion 

41 . TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. AppHcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

42. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Applicant is reminded that in amending in response to a rejection of claims, the 
patentable novelty must be clearly shown in view of the state of the art disclosed by the 
references cited and the objections made. Applicant must also show how the amendments avoid 
such references and objections. See 37 CFR §1.11 1(c). 
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43- Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Barry J. O'Brien whose telephone number is (703) 305-5864. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 6:30am-4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eddie Chan can be reached on (703) 305-9712. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
44. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or PubHc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Barry J. O'Brien 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2183 
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REVISED AMENDMENT PRACTICE: 37 CFR hill CHANGED 
COMPLIANCE IS MANDATORY - Effective Date: J^ly 30, 2003 

All amendments filed on or after the effective date noted above must comply with revised 37 CFR 1.121, See Final 
Rule: Changes To Implement Electronic Maintenance of Official JPatent Application Records {6&:Fed Reg. 
3861 1 (June 30, 2003), posted on the Office's website at: |ittpi//www-xis ? 
with related information. The amendment practice set forth in-revised 37 CFR tA2l, md described Wlow, replaces 
the voluntary revised amendment format available to applicants since February 2003. NOTE: STRICT 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE REVISED 37 CFR 1.121 IS REQUIRED AS OF THE EFFECTIVE DATE (July 
30, 2003). The Office will notify applicants of amendments that are not accepted because they do not comply with 
revised 37 CFR 1.121 via a Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment. See MPEP 714.03 (Rev. 1, Feb. 2003). The non- 
compliant section(s) will have to be corrected and the entire corrected section(s) resubmitted within a set period. 

Bold underlined italic font has been used below to hishliuht the major differences between the revised 37 CFR 

L121 and the voluntary revised amendment format that applicants could use since February, 2003* 

Note: The amendment practice for reissues and reexamination proceedings, except for drawings, has not changed. 

REVISED AMENDMENT PRACTICE 

I. Begin each section of an amendment document on a separate sheet: 

Each section of an amendment document {e.g.. Specification Amendments, Claim Amendments, Drawing 
Amendments, and Remarks) must begin on a separate sheet. Starting each separate section on a new page will 
facilitate the process of separately indexing and scanning each section of an amendment document for placement in an 
image file wrapper. 

II. Two versions of amended part(s) no longer required: 

37 CFR 1.121 has been revised to no longer require two versions (a clean version and a marked up version) of 
each replacement paragraph or section, or amended claim. Note, however, the requirements for a clean 
version and a marked up version for substitute specifications under 37 CFR 1,125 have been retained, 

A) Amendments to the claims: 

Each amendment document that includes a change to an existing claim, cancellation of a claim or submission of a new 
claim, must include a complete listing of all claims in the application. After each claim number in the listing, the 
status must be indicated in a parenthetical expression, and the text of each pending claim (with markings to show 
current changes) must be presented. The claims in the listing will replace all prior claims in the application. 

(1) The current status of all of the claims in the application, including any previously canceled, not entered or 
withdrawn claims, must be given in a parenthetical expression following the claim number using only one of 
the following seven status identifiers: (original), (currently amended), (canceled), (withdrawn), (new), 
(previously presented) and (not entered). The text of all pending claims, includins withdrawn claims, must 
be submitted each time any claim is amended. Canceled and not entered claims must be indicated by only 
the claim number and status, without presenting the text of the claims. 

(2) The text of all claims being currentlv amended must be presented in the claim listing with markings to indicate 
the changes that have been made relative to the immediate prior version. The changes in any amended claim 
must be shown by underlining (for added matter) or strikethrough (for deleted matter) with 2 exceptions: (1) 
for deletion of five characters or fewer, double brackets may be used fcg., fferoorlf): and (2) if 
strikethroueh cannot be easily perceived feg.. deletion of the number '^4" or certain punctuation marks), 
double brackets must be used feg., ff4/l). As an alternative to usins double brackets, however, extra 
portions of text may be included before and after text beine deleted, all in strikethroueh, followed by 
includins and underlinins the extra text with the desired chanee (e.g., number 4 as number 14 as) . An 
accompanying clean version is not required and should not be presented. Only claims of the status "currently 
amended," and 'Svithdrawn" that are being amended, may include markings. 

(3) The text of pending claims not being currentlv amended, includins withdrawn claims, must be presented in 
the claim listing in clean version, i.e., without any markings. Any claim text presented in clean version will 
constitute an assertion that it has not been changed relative to the immediate prior version except to omit 
markings that may have been present in the immediate prior version of the claims. 
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(4) A claim being canceled must be listed in the claim listing with the status identifier "canceled"; the text of the 
claim must not be presented. Providing an instruction to cancel is optional. 

(5) Any claims added by amendment must be presented in the claim listing with the status identifier "(new)"; the 
text of the claim must not be underlined. 

(6) All of the claims in the claim listing must be presented in ascending numerical order. Consecutive canceled, 
or not entered, claims may be aggregated into one statement {e.g., Claims 1 - 5 (canceled)). 

Example of listing of claims (use of the word '^claim" before the claim number is optional): 

Claims 1-5 (canceled) 

Claim 6 (previously presented): A bucket with a handle. 

Claim 7 (withdrawn): A handle comprising an elongated wire. 

Claim 8 (withdrawn): The handle of claim 7 further comprising a plastic grip. 

Claim 9 (currently amended): A bucket with a gre e n blue handle. 

Claim 10 (original): The bucket of claim 9 wherein the handle is made of wood. 

Claim 1 1 (canceled) 

Claim 12 (not entered) 

Claim 13 (new): A bucket with plastic sides and bottom. 

B) Amendments to the specification: 

Amendments to the specification, including the abstract, must be made by presenting a replacement paragraph or 
section or abstract marked up to show changes made relative to the immediate prior version. An accompanying clean 
version is not required and should not be presented. Newly added paragraphs or sections, including a new abstract 
(instead of a replacement abstract), must not be underlined, A replacement or new abstract must be submitted on a 
separate sheet, 37 CFR 1.72. If a substitute specification is being submitted to incorporate extensive amendments, 
both a clean version (which will be entered) and a marked up version must be submitted as per 37 CFR 1.125. 

The changes in any replacement paragraph or section, or substitute specification must be shown by underlining (for 
added matter) or strikethrough (for deleted matter) with 2 exceptions: (1) for deletion of five characters or fewer, 
double brackets may be used fferoor/f): and (2) if strikethroush cannot be easily perceived feg., deletion of 
the number ^^4^' or certain punctuation marks), double brackets must be used Il4llh As an alternative to 
usins double brackets, however, extra portions of text may be included before and after text beins deleted, all in 
strikethroueh, followed by including and underlinine the extra text with the desired chanse (e.g., number 4 as 
number 14 as) 

C) Amendments to drawing figures: 

Drawing changes must be made by presenting replacement figures which incorporate the desired changes and which 
comply with 37 CFR 1.84. An explanation of the changes made must be presented either in the drawing amendments, 
or remarks, section of the amendment, and may be accompanied by a marked-up copy of one or more of the figures 
being amended, with annotations. Any replacement drawing sheet must be identified in the top margin as 
^^Replacement Sheet" and include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even 
though only one figure may be amended. Any marked-up (annotated) copy showing changes must be labeled 
'^Annotated Marked'UP Drawings'' and accompany the replacement sheet in the amendment (e.g., as an appendix) . 
The figure or figure number of the amended drawing(s) must not be labeled as "amended." If the changes to the 
drawing figure(s) are not accepted by the examiner, applicant will be notified of any required corrective action in the 
next Office action. No further drawing submission will be required, unless applicant is notified. 

Questions regarding the submission of amendments pursuant to the revised practice set forth in this flyer should be 
directed to: Elizabeth Dougherty or Gena Jones, Legal Advisors, or Joe Narcavage, Senior Special Projects Examiner, 
Office of Patent Legal Administration, by e-mail to patentpraclicefa^iL^to.goV or by phone at (703) 305-1616. 
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